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Applicant respectfully requests a panel of experienced examiners perform a detailed review of 
appealable issues for the abovc-idcntificd patent application pursuant to the Prc-Appcal Brief Conference 
Pilot Program. Notice of Appeal has been field together with this Request. Applicant submits that the 
above-identified application is not in condition for appeal because the Office has failed to establish proper 
rejections based on an error in fact and in law. Claims 1-15 are pending in this application. 

Applicant notes well that the Advisory Action, dated February 28, 2007, had an incorrectly 
checked box. The box labeled " 1 .b)" should be checked instead of the box labeled "1 .a)". This was due, 
in part, to Applicant submitted an After Final Amendment on January 3, 2007 which was filed within 2 
months of the Final Rejection, due to the Day of Mourning recognized by the Office on January 2, 2007. 
As such, this brief is being submitted within one month of the Advisoiy Action, and therefore only requires 
a ONE-month extension fee. The Examiner confirmed this issue during telephone conversations with 
Applicant's representative. 

Turning to the rejection, in the Final Office Action, dated October 31, 2006, claims 1-3, 6-9 and 
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1 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly being unpatentable over Bowman et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,006,225), hereinafter "Bowman". Claims 4-5, 10 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Bowman in view of Pak et al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2004/0260534), hereinafter "Pak". Applicant submits that these rejections are clearly not proper and are 
without basis. Applicant submits that the application is not in condition for appeal because the rejections 
are defective due to errors in fact and in law. 

Applicant also notes that in the Final Office Action, claims 1-5 and 10-15 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 101 as allegedly being directed to non-statutory subject matter. In the After-Final Amendment, 
submitted on January 3, 2007, said claims were amended. As indicated in the Advisory Action, dated 
February 28, 2007, the After-Final Amendment was entered and the reply therein effective in overcoming 
the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Hence, only the aforementioned rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
(i.e., Bowman) and § 103(a) (i.e., Bowman in view of Pak) remain from the Final Office Action. 

As argued in the January 3, 2007 After-Final Amendment, at least one feature of the claimed 
invention is not taught by the reference. With respect to claim 1, Applicant submits the reference cited by 
the Office, Bowman, does not teach each and every feature of the claimed invention, as is required under 
102(b). For example, with respect to independent claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits that the cited 
reference fails to teach, inter alia, inputting the look-up association into an alternative answer probability 
table to identify an alternative answer category, wherein the look-up association is determined based on 
the match answer category and a search history table. Emphasis added. See claim 1 and similar language 
in independent claims 6 and 1 1 . 

In rejecting claim 1, the Office alleges that Bowman discloses an inputting of the look-up 

association et al. as follows: 

"[T]he generation process then maps each query term found in a query and its prefix to 
other terms used with that particular query. A correlation score is maintained for each 
related term in the mapping, and is stored in a table (read as determining a look-up 
association based on the match answer category and a search history table, inputting the 
look-up association into an alternative answer probability table to identify an alternative 
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answer category) (column 10 lines 25-33, figures 5 A, 5B)" 

Final Office Action, page 4, item 07. It appears that the Office is alleging that the sample 
mappings of both before and after a query, figures 5A and 5B, respectively in Bowman, are a teaching of 
an alternative answer probability table. Applicant respectfully does not agree that the citation aligns with 
the allegation. Clearly, there is no inputting of a look-up association into the mappings in figures 5A/5B in 
Bowman. 

A careful reading of the cited sections (i.e., column 10, lines 25-33), figures 5A and 5B, and 
Bowman in its entirety, indicates that Bowman is completely devoid of any teaching or suggestion of any 
kind of an inputting of a determined look-up association into any type of a probability table, be it an 
alterative answer probability table or any kind of a probability table, as in the claimed invention. In fact, 
the salient portion of the specification in Bowman (i.e., col. 10, lines 25-33) merely discloses the 
maintenance of a "correlation score" for each related term in the mapping based on the number of times the 
related term occurred in combination with the key term. Further, it is not clear to Applicant which items in 
the mapping shown in figures 5A and 5B allegedly disclose specifically, for example, a match answer; a 
match answer category; a look-up association; a search history table; an alternative answer probability 
table; an alternative answer category; and/or an alternative answer. In sum, the Office's allegation and 
citation cannot amount to meeting the requisite standard of showing a clear teaching of the aforementioned 
features. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 1 , Applicant respectfully submits that the cited reference also 
fails to teach, inter alia, performing a secondary search at a second random location in the knowledge base 
to find the alternative answer that only belongs to the alternative answer categoiy, wherein the alternative 
answer categoiy is identified via the inputting of the look-up association into an alternative answer 
probability table. Emphasis added. See claim 1 and similar language in independent claims 6 and 1 1 . 

In rejecting claim 1, the Office alleges that Bowman discloses these limitations as follows: 
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"[A]nd that successive searches are preformed on the modified query (read as performing 
a secondary search at a second random location in the knowledge base to find the 
alternative answer that only belongs to the alternative answer category) (column 1 3 lines 
63 -65, column 14 lines 1-12, Figure 5B, 9)." 

Final Office Action, page 5, item 07. A careful reading of the cited sections and figures of 
Bowman does not show any teaching of the alleged limitations including any identifying of an alternative 
answer category via inputting, etc., and performing a secondary search to find the alternative answer that 
only belong to the alternative answer category. In fact, the cited section of Bowman (i.e., column 13, lines 
63-65 and column 14, lines 1-12) merely discloses combining an original query term(s) with a respective 
related term. Bowman uses the example of entering the term "ROUGH" and three additional 
terms/hyperlinks of "ROUGH-GUIDE", "ROUGH-LONDON", and ROUGH-TERRAIN", are formed. 
Applicant respectfully submits that, similarly to the deficiency in the above limitation, it is not clear from 
the citation made by the Office what specifically in Bowman is a clear teaching, for example, of a 
secondary search; a second random location; an alternative answer; an alternative answer category; an 
alternative answer probability table; a look-up association; and/or an alternative answer that only belong to 
the alternative answer category. The Office's allegation and citation cannot amount to meeting the 
requisite standard of showing a clear teaching of the aforementioned features. 

Thus, Bowman does not teach all of the features found in claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection with respect to claim 1 . 

Independent claims 6 and 1 1 were rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. As a result, 
Applicant herein incorporates the arguments listed above with respect to claim 1 . 

With respect to dependent claims 2-5, 7-10 and 12-15 Applicant herein incorporates the arguments 
presented above with respect to the independent claims from which the claims depend. Further, Pak does 
not remedy the aforementioned deficiencies in Bowman. The dependent claims are believed to be 
allowable based on the above arguments, as well as for their own additional features. Accordingly, 
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Applicant respectfully submits that without references that support the Office's allegation, the rejection is 
improper. 

With respect to features in the dependent claims not specifically referenced herein, the dependent 
claims are believed to be allowable based on the above arguments, as well as for their own additional 
features. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection is defective, and the 
application is not in condition for appeal and should either be allowed as is, or re-opened for further 
prosecution. Should the examining panel believe that anything further is necessary to place the application 
in better condition for allowance or for appeal, they are requested to contact Applicant's undersigned 
attorney at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/ Joseph J. Christian / 

Joseph J. Christian 
Reg. No. 51,560 

Date: March 28, 2007 

Hoffman, Warnick & D'Alessandro LLC 
75 State Street, 14th Floor 
Albany, New York 12207 
(518) 449-0044 
(518) 449-0047 (fax) 
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